firm ownership have occurred unevenly, in waves, but without serious reversals during this century, and are associated with an increasing level of "dualism" in the economic structure, which has bifurcated into a "core" consisting of large and powerful firms and a "periphery" of small, weak and dependent operations that are marginal though useful to the core for the absorption of risk. The end result for labor markets is that workers increasingly spend their work lives in large, relatively impersonal bureaucratic structures featuring centralized personnel departments that construct complex schemes of job evaluation and rating systems for promotion in well-defined and highly differentiated ladders (see, e.g., Gordon et al., 1982: Ch. 5).
As this paper's title may already have given away, it is argued here that much of this is wrong. While there can be no doubt that large corporations have increased in importance during this century, we will show nevertheless that the size of the workplace has hardly changed since 1920 and is, for large numbers of workers, too small to be consistent with the picture sketched above. Workplace size has not been absent from research, but has appeared mainly as an independent variable. Organization theorists have demonstrated the impact of size on such organization-level properties as structural differentiation, average span of control and bureaucratic formalization (e.g., Blau and Schoenherr, 1971; Child, 1973; Kimberley, 1976; Marsh and Mannari, 1981) . The association of large workplaces with "core" firms in the dual-economy dichotomy has stimulated research showing a significant net impact of size on the income of employees (Stolzenberg, 1978; Kalleberg et al., 1981) and of owners (Aldrich and Weiss, 1981 onstrated importance of size would have stimulated an interest in its determinants, or at least its marginals; but such discussions are absent from the sociological literature on stratification and labor markets, and the studies cited above shed little light on this matter since size is used typically as an independent variable whose regression coefficient thus offers no information on marginals or causally prior variables. The marginals have been discussed by writers in the population ecology school of organizational analysis. Their interest in "selection" has directed their attention to small organizations since these are more likely than large established ones to be eliminated; thus the small size of most organizations has been noted (e.g., Aldrich, 1979:40-44) . But organizational sociology rarely connects with stratification or labor market analysis, and these findings have thus had little impact on research in those areas. This paper concentrates on the proportion of workers who are in organizations of various sizes, thus providing what is believed to be the only systematic available discussion of the history and significance of this size distribution. A paper more oriented to the population of organizations would discuss, instead, the proportion of organizations with given numbers of employees (e.g., Aldrich, 1979:41) ; but since the concern here is with labor markets, focus is on "where the workers are." (For those interested in the organizational question, note that the data sources used here are generally also informative on that question.) Data presented will mostly be at the level of the plant or "establishment," as is typical in the literature, and, as will be argued below, is theoretically appropriate for the study of labor markets; some limited comparison is offered, however, to similar data for firms.
The official statistics relied on here are not much oriented to the size of the organization in which workers find themselves. The data exist but must be painfully pieced together from scattered reports, while other kinds of labor market information are routinely reported with extensive time series and discussion. Since labor market analysts have also paid little attention to this question, it is difficult to know, without a survey, what they believe about workplace size. But if we take the distribution of labor market research locales as an indicator of implicit assumptions, we would have to conclude that conservative and radical writers alike, from the Western Electric studies to recent Marxist analyses of the labor process, have assumed the typical worker to reside in a large manufacturing establishment with at least one thousand workers. Both the old and the new industrial sociology concentrate their efforts on such settings, reinforcing our implicit image of these as typical labor markets.
The radical labor-market-segmentation literature, though it makes no explicit claims about workplace size, also contributes to this image. Edwards (1979) , for example, focuses on the displacement of "simple" control, carried out personally by an entrepreneur and a small group of managers, by "structural" control, embedded in the technical and bureaucratic structure of organizations. The latter is seen as an attempt by firms to resolve new labor control problems that arose as workplace size increased. Simple control requires workplaces to be "small enough for all or nearly all the workers to have some personal relationship with the capitalist, and that the group of managers .... [be] small enough for each to be effectively directed, motivated and supervised by the capitalist" (Edwards, 1979:26) . Such control, common in the nineteenth century, now "persists in the small firms of the industrial periphery . . ." (Edwards, 1979:20) , but this periphery, "although it continues to be important in aggregate production and especially in certain industries, . . . generally is a declining sector, as the large corporations continually encroach on its markets" (Edwards, 1979:35) . Edwards makes no direct estimate of numbers of workers subject to different types of control, but does associate simple control with the "secondary labor market," whose size he estimates at from one-quarter to one-third of the labor force (Edwards, 1979:166) ; it is thus implied that two-thirds to three-quarters of the workforce are now subject to the "structural" control associated with large "core" workplaces.
The empirical results reported below cast doubt on the image of workplace size that results from the concentration of most empirical work in industrial sociology and from the tenor of discussion in the radical literature.
INDUSTRY AND ESTABLISHMENT SIZE
The image that "industrial sociology" brings to mind is that of work groups in manufacturing plants. 1923). By a measure more keyed to the situation of actual employees, namely, the proportion working in plants of various sizes, the two years look nearly identical, as is indicated in Table 2 . Table 2 show that in manufacturing there was a decline between 1904 and 1923 in the proportion of workers in smaller establishments, but that there has been almost no change since in the distribution, and that from 1967 to 1977 the proportion increased. That increase may be explained in part by studies indicating that most of the net growth in jobs in recent years has been concentrated in quite small firms (Greene, 1982) . Notice that at no point in the twentieth century have more than one in three manufacturing workers been employed in establishments of more than 1000 employees, even though most industrial sociology and probably the best developed job ladders and internal labor markets have been located in such establishments.
Time series for the size of retail, wholesale and service establishments can be assembled only back to 1939, from the Censuses of Retail Table 3 .
Certain trends are clear from this table. In retail trade, the proportion of the workforce in very small (under 20) establishments has declined strongly since 1939, but there has been little change in the proportion in stores with less than 100 employees. This is not surprising if we keep in mind that a store with 100 employees is already a sizeable operation. The size distribution in wholesale trade shows no consistent trend over this period, while that in services shows a fairly steady tendency for workers to be in larger establishments. to the present, and confirms that the distribution in all services is less skewed than in "Selected Services," but also that there is a steady trend over time for workers to be in larger establishments. Thus, though the absolute level of the numbers for services in Table 3 must be interpreted cautiously, the trend evident there appears generally applicable.
Figures for the size distribution of employees for the entire (private) economy are available from several sources. These are shown in Table 4 . The CPS figures show the highest proportion in small establishments; but note that these data result from the employee's estimate rather than from a census of establishments, in which personnel records are the source of numbers. It is interesting to notice that the direction of the error (if error it is) is for workers to perceive themselves as working in establishments even smaller than they do, a small bit of evidence that workers do not see themselves as being swallowed up in large, impersonal organizations. It seems safe to conclude, then, that in the United States, in recent years, at least one in four private-sector workers find themselves in establishments with less than 20 employees, one in two in those with less than 100, and more than four in five in those with less than 1000.
Of the available data sources, EW has the longest time series of comparable data, and this series runs only from 1959 to the present. Table  5 presents some figures from this series. During the 1%0s there was some trend for workers to find themselves in larger establishments, but this was reversed in the 1970s, and the move to smaller establishments that we have seen previously in manufacturing characterizes the entire private economy as well. This should not seem surprising in light of the substantial shift of the labor force in this latter period from manufacturing, with its relatively large establishments, to the service industry, with its small ones. Only the gradual increase in the size of service establishments in recent years has kept this trend from assuming even larger proportions. It seems likely in the future that the balance between these two trends will determine the prevailing size distribution. Since these trends work in opposite directions and seem likely to continue, one may hazard the guess that the distribution will not undergo dramatic changes in the near future.
ESTABLISHMENTS VERSUS FIRMS AS UNITS OF ANALYSIS
Some readers may object that the conclusions reached to this point rest on analysis of establishments rather than the larger firms of which they may be a part. The argument that workers are parts of much larger operations now than fifty or seventy-five years ago is probably correct when applied to firms rather than to establishments, since mergers may take place without introducing substantial changes in the size or organization of component establishments.
But there are several reasons why the establishment is a reasonable unit of analysis. First, and least compelling, most results in the literature on size relate to establishments rather than firms. This is almost certainly because firm-level data are much more scarce. But 14, 1982) . How large are the 1500 firms discussed here? The vast majority employ more than 1000 workers, but within every category except retailing and utilities some companies employing less than 1000 were included in the top 500, 100 or 50. Since size in these rankings is based on various criteria such as assets and sales, it is likely that some companies with more than 1000 employees are not included in the lists. Furthermore, privately held companies are excluded for lack of public information. On the other hand, these figures presumably include, for the multinational companies, foreign employees. Given the various sources of under-and overestimation, it seems safe to say, from these data, that the proportion of privately employed American workers in firms of more than 1000 lies between 30 and 40%. This is broadly consistent with the Current Population Survey estimate for 1979 of 39.3% reported above.
To summarize these figures on firms versus establishments, the size of the former is (necessarily) greater than the latter, but even taking this into account we see that more than four out of ten work in a firm of less than 100 employees, and more than six out of ten in one of less than 1000. The breakdown by industry further indicates that to the extent any objection to the use of establishments rather than firms is to be taken seriously, it pertains much more to the dwindling manufacturing sector than to the stable retail one, and least to the fast-growing service sector. Nevertheless, the proportion of employment accounted for by multiestablishment firms is not negligible, and to the extent that small establishments that are part of such firms constitute labor market settings different from those of similar sized but independent establishments-a matter difficult to determine from available data-it would be desirable to collect data that permit this distinction to be made clearly. SOME CROSS-NATIONAL COMPARISONS If U.S. workers are found in smaller establishments than we might have expected, the question naturally arises whether this distribution is low or high in cross-national perspective. No attempt is made here at systematic comparison: rather, data are presented for two countries, Sweden and Japan, whose economies are widely studied by Americans, seem importantly different from ours, though also highly industrialized, and for which good time series on this question were located. Both, moreover, are countries where one might expect to find relatively large establishments, Sweden because it is centralized with strong governmental participation in the economy, and Japan for the same reason, but also because of the wide publicity given to the system of "permanent employment" in large plants with extensive internal labor markets. Table 8 gives Before concluding that all modem industrial economies have ""converged" to a similar workplace-size situation, we should inspect Table 9 , which gives data for Japan, from 1909 to 1978, for employees in manufacturing establishments. From 1909 to 1942, data pertain to a category called "ouvriers"-approximately, production workers; postwar data are for all "persons engaged."
Figures from 1909 to 1942 must be deflated to compensate for the limitation to production workers, as in American data from this period; they must also, however, be inflated to take account of the omission of establishments with less than five employees (see Table 9 , note b). They may thus be approximately correct. The trendline is unclear. The proportion of workers in small manufacturing establishments undulates over the course of the century, and while there are numerous plausible stories one could suggest for the ups and downs, these would be idle speculation without much more research. The range within which these undulations occur, however, is clearly different from that in the U.S. and Sweden. If the reader is convinced that small manufacturing establishments are bountiful in these two countries, then he or she must now conclude that they are positively ubiquitous in Japan. Whereas the typical proportion of workers in U.S. manufacturing plants of less than 100 employees has hovered around 25% for much of this century, the comparable Japanese figure has been much closer to 5o. Given the enormous interest in large Japanese internal labor markets, it is interesting to note that at no time from 1909 on (excepting the 1942 figure, which is likely distorted by the war effort) have more than one in four manufacturing workers found themselves in establishments of 1000 or more, and that recent figures are more on the order of one in seven.' I Japan scholars with whom I have informally discussed these figures have found the extent of employment in small establishments surprising. That this extent may not be properly reflected in research is suggested by a recent study by Marsh and Mannari (1981) : in an investigation of the impact of establish- Since one may expect manufacturing establishments to be among the largest in any modem economy, these data suggest that when all industries are taken into account, the bountiful presence of small establishments would be even more pronounced in Japan. Relevant data for the period 1951-1978 are displayed in Table   10 .
Here, the proportion of employees in small establishments is overwhelming-nearly two in three in establishments of less than fifty, three in four in those of one hundred or less, and barely one in twenty in workplaces of one thousand workers or more. The trends here, for this period, are similar to those in Japanese manufacturing and to American trends in both manufacturing and total workforce: some tendency away from concentration of workers in small establishments up to a certain pointhere the middle '60s-followed by increases in that concentration up to the present time.
CAUSES AND CONSEQUENCES OF THESE PATTERNS
Why should small establishments be not only persistent at a level higher than that suggested by received thinking, but even increasing in recent years? The question of what constitutes "optimal plant size" has generated a substantial literature in the economics of industrial organization, though little of it is easily applied outside of manufacturing. This literature is dominated by analysis of the relation between technical methods of production and cost curves over different ranges of production volume. Though there are conflicting findings, in part the result of the various methodologies applied, a frequent conclusion is that economies of scale in production show up for relatively small plants and that profit maximization does not generally dictate very large ones (see Scherer, 1980 :81-100 for a comprehensive review of these studies).
A different line of argument comes from the literature on "dual economy" (e.g., Averitt, 1968) , in which small firms are generally seen as peripheral to the main economy, but necessary in part so that larger and more powerful firms may shift away from themselves the risks associated with the business cycle or with new and untried products and/or services. This shift of risk often takes the form of subcontracting, and it is not uncommon for small contractors to bear the brunt of layoffs when aggregate demand declines (Doeringer and Piore, 1971:173; Gordon et al., 1982:191, 200-201) . The subcontracting pattern has been especially noted for Japan and may be in part responsible for the recent predominance of small manufacturing plants, though it seems doubtful that it can account for this predominance early in the century. But the dual-economy literature also focuses heavily on manufacturing, and it is unclear to what extent establishment size can be associated with a core-periphery distinction in trade or services. In this connection, it is worth mentioning that while average weekly wages of employees in manufacturing rise almost monotonically with establishment size-as suggested by dual-economy arguments-there is almost no correlation between these wages and establishment size in services (Employment and Wages, 1974:19). These relations are zero order, and size could still have the expected positive correlation with wages net of such factors as occupation or education. But it is not clear that the kinds of arguments adduced to explain the peripheral status of small manufacturing firms can readily be generalized beyond manufacturing, and the entire ment size and technology on organizational characteristics, they defined the sampling universe as "all industrial manufacturing establishments employing 100 or more persons" (March and Mannari, 1981:35). But, this "universe" omits nearly six out of ten manufacturing workers and more than 98% of establishments, by 1978 figures (their data were collected in 1976), a truncation that must affect the estimation of regression coefficients. question needs to be considered more carefully in light of the observation that manufacturing is a declining part of the workforce which now accounts for only about one in four privatesector workers.
One might also speculate that the structure of capital markets affects the health of small establishments and especially firms. In particular, large, nationally based banks, insurance companies and pension funds may find it difficult to develop the information about small, localized economic units required to determine which are credit worthy; thus, to the extent capital is centralized in such institutions, small units may be discouraged. By contrast, it has been suggested to me that in Japan local and regional banks are important suppliers of credit and are extremely active in developing information about the risks associated with small, local firms. In addition, the large trading companies, unlike wholesalers in the United States, are important allocators of credit and acquire information about small firms in a natural way, by dealing with them, and are thus in an excellent position to assess the risks of lending.2 Each of these three quite different lines of argument is plausible and deserving of further research. They can offer only an incomplete account, however, of the distribution of workers by establishment size, since none of them directly addresses what determines the exact proportion of large establishments in the economy. It is not enough to explain why most establishments are small, since this alone does not guarantee that most workers will work in small establishments: witness the situation in manufacturing, where 90.0% of establishments in 1977 have less than 100 employees but account, all together, for only 25.3% of all manufacturing employees (Census of Manufactures, 1977). I have found fewer explanations in the literature for the development of very large establishments than for small; a recent and interesting effort, but one unlikely to be satisfactory to sociologists, is that of Oi (1983) , whose model assumes that firm size is determined by "entrepreneurial ability."
It is a little easier to say what some consequences are of workers' being found in smaller establishments than previously supposed. First, it throws into doubt whether mobility opportunity is indeed heavily concentrated in internal labor markets, and whether such markets have the importance generally attributed to them. While establishment size does not correspond exactly to the existence or extent of internal labor markets (see, e.g., the conceptual discussion in Althauser and Kalleberg, 1981), and small establishments could in principle have well-defined promotion ladders and clearly graded positions, there are two factors that make such markets difficult to sustain in small plants. One is that the number of promotion opportunities that occur is related to establishment size. This is not only because vacancies will occur more frequently in large plants, but also because the number of hierarchical levels will increase with plant size (see, e.g., Simon, 1957 ; and the evidence summarized by Hall, 1972: Ch. 4), leading to an increase in the length of intraplant vacancy chains (cf. White, 1970) . Where promotion opportunities are limited, workers will be unlikely to dedicate their career to a single company, and will be correspondingly more responsive to opportunities outside the establishment; there is evidence from both the U.S. and Japan that the level of interfirm mobility is an inverse function of firm size (Cole, 1979) . Conversely, the chance that employers will find the right person for each opening from within the ranks must diminish as the size of those ranks does, and the temptation to go outside the establishment to tap a larger labor pool increases as the internal pool shrinks. Reasonable as these considerations may be, they are abstract, and the question of what size establishment is required for or empirically associated with well-developed internal markets is poorly understood and could bear much more investigation. (For a general discussion of conditions favorable to internal labor markets, see Granovetter 1983:55-58.) This argument is qualified to the extent that firms with multiple establishments move workers freely among them or mandate internal labor market practices within each plant owned. The former is more likely to the extent that a firm's establishments are geographically concentrated and are largely equivalent in operations; the latter depends on the extent of centralization of personnel policy. As multiple-establishment firms are much more important in manufacturing than other sectors, it is here that such factors would most probably enter.
Empirical evidence on the imposition of internal labor market policies by corporations on component plants is sparse; two recent studies are relevant. Pfeffer and Cohen (1983) reanalyzed data on 309 San Francisco Bay area establishments collected by Margaret Gordon and Margaret Thal-Larsen in 1966-1968. The sample overrepresents manufacturing and omits entirely plants with 100 employees or less. They find that whether an establishment is a single unit or the branch of a larger firm is the most important determinant of internal labor market practices, with branches more likely to have such practices. The standardized regression coefficient is .23; size of plant is also important, however, with a coefficient of .1 1. Bielby and Baron (1983) analyze data from a 1967 survey conducted by the Institute for Social Research on a nationally representative cross-section of the labor force. They did not investigate internal labor market practices in general, but rather length of tenure with and recent promotion by the current employer. Since long tenures and promotions are closely associated with the existence of internal labor markets, this study may shed some light on our problem. They found that plant size was significantly associated with tenure for both males and females, but that being a branch establishment of a larger firm was associated with tenure only for females. For promotion, plant size has modest positive effects for males and females, while being a branch establishment has no statistically significant effect for males, but a substantial one for females. These findings raise the possibility of complex centrahzed personnel policies that differently affect different categories of workers.
Findings on establishment size are of prima facie relevance to the kind of working environment in which employees find themselves. Images of workers facing a large, impersonal bureaucracy, and constituting but a cog in a wheel of a giant productive machine, cannot stand scrutiny against the numbers reported here. Size 100 is a breakpoint of some sociological significance in the sense that it is easy in establishments of this size for all employees to know each other, and for supervisory personnel to know their workers in a fairly detailed and intimate way. In this connection, it is interesting to note that in my study of job information networks, workers entering small (less than 100) firms were substantially more likely to do so through contacts than in larger firms (Granovetter, 1974:128) . This must be, in part, because small firms are not sufficiently visible to attract large numbers of "blind" applications. That many workers enter small firms through contacts reinforces the likelihood that workers in such firms are in an environment structured more by personal relationships than by bureaucratic procedures.
It does not follow, of course, that work life in small establishments is idyllic, as the paternalistic relations (Doeringer, 1982) and the arbitrary and exploitative practices of "simple control" (Edwards, 1979) are easier to organize the smaller the scale of operations. Edwards offers no systematic discussion of the size requirements for the operation of simple control, but does suggest in passing that plant size of two to five hundred employees is still quite consistent with its operation (Edwards, 1979:26, 35 ). In the present paper, a breakpoint of one hundred has been used to signify "small," a procedure that, compared to Edwards' implicit criterion, appears conservative in that it carries a bias against our hypothesis that small units are more numerous than usually assumed. If five hundred is a more appropriate boundary of smallness, the results are all the more striking; according to the May 1979 Current Population Survey, more than 80%o of the private nonagricultural, nonconstruction workforce find themselves in establishments smaller than this, and 55.8% in such firms. Personalized relations, then, whether rewarding or not, cannot be seen as a relic of the nineteenth century or as a declining aspect of the labor market.
CONCLUSIONS
This paper argues that much of what has been done in some otherwise splendid work on the sociology of economic life and complex organizations has proceeded as if the entire waterfront had been covered, when in fact work has been concentrated in one important but receding pool. There is much in modem sociological theory and ideology that militates against the study of small units. That the study of organizations is often taken to be synonymous with that of "complex organizations" in modem life bespeaks our assumption that modernity begets complexity; complexity in organizations is highly correlated with size, and smaller, ""simpler" organizations are thought to be " backwaters," implicitly unworthy of study. Case studies of any kind are suspect anyway in sociology, as detractors are certain to assert that one's case bears no generalization whatever. If engaging in this suspect activity, we can at least hedge our bets by studying a large unit; even if generality cannot be claimed-though for some reason large units are more likely to be thought all similar than small ones-we can at least argue that the large unit studied has intrinsic importance. In the radical literature, the assertion that workers are overwhelmed by economic forces beyond their control has often been linked to the emergence of the factory system and of large establishments. Marxist interest in corporate concentration, and disdain for the petty bourgeoisie who own small firms as an historically regressive and anachronistic class, have combined to influence Marxist labor studies in such a way that small units are rarely taken seriously as sites where the "labor process" occurs.
Large units are more visible and, if only for perceptual reasons, even in the absence of all these other sources of skew in the size distribution of units studied, it is difficult not to have our conception of economic processes shaped by what we know of the largest operations. Sociologists are not alone in this tunnel vision: George Stigler ([1951] 1968:135), in a classic essay on vertical integration, remarked that the "number of economic views based chiefly on half-a-dozen giant corporations would repay morbid study." The present paper means to begin redressing the balance. Small may or may not be beautiful, as claimed by the economist from whom our title is shamelessly pirated, but it certainly is bountiful, and thereby deserving of its fair share of attention.
